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lit. Remarks 

Reconsideration and re-examination of this application in view of the above 
amendments and the following remarks is herein respectfully requested. 

After entering this Amendment, claims 1-8 and 13-15 remain pending. Claims 
9-12 and 16-17 have been cancelled. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

The undersigned acknowledges the Examiner's indication of the allowability of 
claims 3-5, if rewritten into independent form, including all of the limitations of any 
base claims. Accordingly, claim 3 is being re-presented in independent form. It is 
further noted that claims 4 and 5 depend from claim 3 and are, therefore, patentable 
for at least the same reasons as claim 3. 

In view of the above, it is submitted that these claims are allowable and such 
action is requested. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S. C. § 101 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U,S.C. § 101 as the examiner contends the 
claimed Invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter and lacks patentable 
utility. 

Clearly, one of ordinary skill in the art would understand that the invention 
provided in claim 1 may be utilized in a variety of integrated circuit arrangements as 
described in page 2. line 30 through page 3. line 11. and that the present invention 
may be used to help control stress migration and thermocycling robustness of 
various integrated circuit arrangements. 
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Rejections Under 35 US.C. § 112 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, §112, first paragraph. Specifically, the 
claimed invention is not supported by either an asserted utility or a well established 
utiilty and one skilled In the art would not know how to use the claimed invention. 

As described above, one of ordinary skill in the art would understand that the 
invention provided in claim 1 may be utilized in a variety of integrated circuit 
arrangements as described in page 2, line 30 through page 3, line 11, and that the 
present invention may be used to help control stress migration and thermocycling 
robustness of various integrated circuit arrangements. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicant regards as the invention. 

The term *80% free of an electrically conductive intenmediate material" is now 
Included in the specification as amended. Since the temn "80% free of an electrically 
conductive intermediate materlaP was included in the original claims as filed, no new 
matter has been added. 

Claim Objections 

The examiner contends that the term "connecting section intermediate 
material arranged in each case at least one of between a connecting section and the 
connecting section dielectric and between a connecting section and an interconnect" 
in claim 1 is unclear. 

However„one of ordinary skill in the art would dearly read the temi to Identify 

that the connecting section intermediate material may be arranged (1 ) between a 

connecting section and the connecting section by electric, (2) between a connecting 
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section and an interconnect, or (3) both between a connection section and the 
connecting section dielectric and between a connecting section and an interconnect. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C § 102(e) 

Claims 1, 2, 6 were rejected under 35 U.S,C. § 102(e) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Publication No. 20020030278 to Weber (Weber). 

Claim 1 recites "electricaJly conductive interconnect intermediate material 
arranged in each rase between a solid area of an interconnect and the interconnect 
dielectric". Further, claim 1 defines that the connecting section intermediate material 
is arranged between a connecting section and the connecting section dielectric 
and/or between a connecting section and an interconnect. In addition, claim 1 also 
recites that the interconnect intermediate material and the connecting section 
intermediate material makes contact with one another. The Weber reference cited 
by the Examiner is missing at least the above three elements. 

MPEP §2131 provides, 

"A claim Is anticipated only if each and every element as set 
forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described 
in a single prior art reference." Verdegaal Bros, C. Union Oil Co. of 
California, 814 F.2d 628,831. 2 USPQ2d 1050, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 
1987). 

While it is somewhat unclear how the examiner defines each element in 
Weber, applicants respectfully submit that each and every element of claim 1 Is not 
shown by the Weber reference. In the rejection, the examiner generally refers to 
paragraph 10004] and Figure, 2 but does not relate the elements of the claim to 
specific elements in Weber. To the best of applicants' understanding, the examiner 
contends LBA and LBB comprise the multiplicity of electrically conductive 
-9- 

BRINKS HOFERGILSON&LIONE 

Vl?.^ P.O. Box 10395 

PAGE 11/13' RCVDAT7i9/200M:11:57 PM [Eastern Daylight T^^^^ 



07/09/2007 16:13 



7349946331 



BHGL 



PAGE 12/13 



Appln. NO. 10/326,881 



Attorney Docket No. 10806-223 



interconnects. As such, no electrically conductive interconnect intermediate 
materials arranged between a side area of an interconnect and an interconnect 
dielectric. One example of such a configuration is shown in Figure 1, where the 
electrically conductive interconnect intermediate material 20 is arranged between a 
side area 40 of an Interconnect 14 and the interconnect dielectric 18. 

Further, no connecting section Intermediate material is provided in Weber. To 
the best of applicants' understanding, the examiner contends FM corresponds to the 
connecting section. However, no element corresponds to the connecting section 
intermediate material (shown as 28 in Figure 2 of the instant application). 

In addition, as noted above, Weber clearly does not teach the interconnect 
intermediate material making contact with a connecting section intermediate 
material. Since each and every element of claim 1 is not taught in the Weber 
reference, Weber cannot anticipate the present invention according to claim 1. 
Claims 2 and 6 depend from claim 1 and are, therefore, patentable for at least the 
same reasons as given above in support of claim 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103(a} 

Claims 7. 13-15 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Weber in view of U.S. Publication no. 20020046874 to Cabral et 
al. (Cabral). 

Cabral does not teach or suggest the elements noted above as missing from 
Weber. Further^ claims 7 and 13-15 depend from claim 1 and are. therefore, 
patentable for at least the same reasons as given above in support of claim 1 . 
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Conclusion 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted 
that the present form of the claims are patentably distinguishable over the art of 
record and that this application is now In condition for allowance. Such action is 
requested. 

Respectfully submitted by. 



Dated: 



BRINKS HOFER GILSON & LIONE 

P.O. Box 10395 
Chicago, IL 60610 
(734) 302-6000 



Robert K. Fergan 
Reg. No.: 51,674 
Attonney for Applicants 
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